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範囲’〔thescope of analysis）および‘発展水準の比較’〔developmentas 









































これに関連して GabrielA. AlmondはJamesS. Colemanとの共編著

























費料： GabdelA Almond and G. Blngh'm Powell )• .Comparative Politic" Sy＂四＂





































































































































































































もともと FredW. Riggsは彼の著書“Administrationin Developing 





































出所 F<ed W Rigg•, P,famati' Sod"y R•vi;i"d 



































(2) 向上， p.27. 
(3) Jame' A. Bil and Robecl L. Hacdgcave, Jc, ComParat;ve Pol山口 TheQuert for 
Theory (Columbu" Ohio＇・ Chade,E Meccill Publi,hing Co,, 1973) pp. 4-5. 
(4）例えばアメリカりベトナム参戦およびWatecgate事件，第三世界において予測でき
なかった変化などがあげられる．
(5）例えばdependencytheocy, 'tate theocy, neo-cocp町atismなど．
(6) Fcededcks聞のいわゆる a社会的公平’（Soc1a¥eq叫y）は公共サーピスの平等性，行
政官四責任性および市民申要求に対する対応性白確保を意味する［H.Geocge 
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system〕という動態的な概念に代置した［RonaldH. Chilcote, Theories of 
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Pcess, 1981), pp. 150ー153容照］。
o~ より具体的な内容はDavidEoston, A Framework for Political Analysi' (Chicago' 
Univecsity of Chicago Pee且 1965),pp. 112-115参照．
OD Feed W. Riggs, Adminutration in D即 elopingCountries: The Theory of 
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けるプリズム的な要素（pcismaticfactoc〕として貢納的租税（tdbutacytaxation), 
封禄的予算（pcebendacybudgeting），賜与的経費（donativeexpenditme) II)概念を
導入している［FeedW. Riggs, Adminirtration in D即 elopingCountries: The 
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tioe Organization, 3rd ed. (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1976) 
p. mおよび HerbertA. Simon, Donald W. Smithburg and Victor A. Thompson, 
Public Administration (New York: Knopf, 1950) p.vi]. 
Q~ middle rangeの概念はmacroよりは小さいがmicroよりは大きい中間概士であり，こ
の概念には実際上統計技法あるいはコンピュータ 処理を利用Lて我々が証明でき
るものをみな研究白範囲に含んでいる［FerrelHeady, Public Administration: A 




的特性に注意を集中させている”ところにある［DwightWaldo, Comparative Public 
Adm<mstratwn Prologue, Problems and Prom<Se (Chocago Comparat<ve 
Administration Group, American Society for Public Administration, 1964), p. 24]0 
帥 FredW. Riggs, Prismatic Society R即 isited(Morristown, N. ).: General Learning 




Modernization: Protest and Change (Englewood Clifs: Prentic「 Hall, 1966) 
参照］. Eisenstadt田定義はそ白後，すべての近代化論者の研究自前提をなすことに
至った二分法的アプローチ白根幹にふれている．
0~ Andrew C. Janos, Politics and Paradigms (Stanford: Stanford University Press』
1986), p 44. 
ω握明・金容浩，『比較政治学序説』〔全訂版〕（ソウル：法文社， 1990)'pp. 399-400. 
側大木啓介他訳， “比較政治発展論の現況”『政治発展論』（東京：芦書房， 1987)'
p. 195. 
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出る白である” [Fred W. R>&'・ op. cit., Chapter 1]. 
自由 ここで統合され得る力量とは機能的自律性（functionalautonomy）と機能的調和も
しくは調整（functionalharmony or coordination）を合わせたもりを意味する。
的 pri,matic'ocietyに対する説明に関しては， FredW. Rigg＇の文献以外に H。ward
E. McCurdy, PubUc Adm;n;s 
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AN ANALYSIS OF VARIOUS STUDIES 
OF COMPARATIVE POLITICS 
AND ADMINISTRATION: SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
《Summary》
Dao Boem Shin 
The optimum method to pursue the comparative study in political 
science and public admimstration, 1s a persistent and long time 
question, and stil remains unresolved. Recently, this question has 
become even more imperative m the senous and frequent controversies 
among scholars about the status of both disciplines as a science. 
Drawmg upon the current controversies, an attempt has been made 
m this paper to review critically three dimensions of comparative 
politics and administrations: the subiect matter, the scope of analysis, 
and development as an indicator of comparison. Below is a brief review 
of those three dimensions 
Although the evolution of the study of comparative politics and 
admimstration does not lend itself to simple characterization, three 
major d1v1sions are identified in terms of their important sub1ect 
matters and method of analysis. They are: tradit10nal approach, 
behavioral approach, and post behavioral approach. 
The scope and method of analysis in the evolution of those three 
broad d1v1sions of comparative studies in both disciplines are identified 
to have evolved through three different stages: macro-micro middle 
range approach. As implied in the above, macro-level analysis which 
tned to compare the polity as a whole or system variables between 
nations was usually employed by the structural functional approach. 
Studies on the developing countries pioneered by mainstream scholars 
such as David Easton, Gabnel Almond, and Fred W. Riggs belong to 
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this macro-level analysis. Behavioral research usually takes a micro 
level analysis in the sense that it focuses on the behavioral pattern of 
md1V1dual actors m the pohtical and administrative system A middle-
range approach has been offered as an alternative to overcome those 
methodological difficulties by employmg a feasible research scope such 
as bureaucratic systems or specific policies m different countnes 
Aside from the above methodological issues, development has been 
one of the persistent subjects among comparallve scholars. Yet there is 
no consensus on the concept of development Despite the complexity of 
theoretical arguments in the definition of the term, at least three 
different approaches are idenlified m terms of their exclusive way of 
explanation of the developmental process: urnlinear approach, 
kaleidoscopic approach, and two dimensional approach. 
As we briefly reviewed, methodological arguments of comparative 
studies stil remain unresolved without any urnversal argument. 
However, there is no doubt that those scholars m comparative politics 
and administration have brought about a set of political and administra-
tive theones that definitely enriched the academic lives of the 
contempnrary world. 
